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you do not reproduce faithfully everything I have said. But I have
often adduced the criterion by which the difference between mind
and body is detected; viz. that the whole nature of the mind
consists in thinking, while the whole nature of the body consists
in being an extended thing, and that there is nothing at all
common to thought and extension. I have often also shown
distinctly that mind can act independently of the brain; for
certainly the brain can be of no use in pure thought: its only use
is for imagining and perceiving. And although, when imagination
or sensation is intense (as occurs when the brain is troubled or
disturbed), the mind does not readily find room for thinking of
other matters, yet we experience the fact that, when imagination
is not so strong, we often understand something entirely diverse
from it: for example, when we sleep we perceive that we. are
dreaming, while in having the dream we must employ the imagi-
nation; yet our awareness of the fact that we are dreaming is an
act of the intellect alone.

8.    Here, as frequently elsewhere, you merely show that you
do not properly understand what you attempt to criticize.    For,,
neither have I abstracted the concept of wax from that of its
accidents;  rather have I tried to show how its substance was
manifested by means of accidents, and how the reflective1 and
distinct perception of it, one such as you, 0 fle&h, seem never
to have had, differs from the vulgar and confused idea.    Nor can
I see what argument you rely on to prove your confident affirmation
that a dog can discriminate in the same way as we do, unless-
that, since you see that it is made of flesh, you believe that
everything which exists in you is also in it.    But I, failing to
detect mind in it, think that  nothing similar to that which  I
recognize in mind is found in it.

9.    I am surprised that while here you confess that all those
matters which I am aware of in wax, show indeed that I distinctly
know that I exist, you maintain that they do not demonstrate what
I am2, since the one thing cannot be proved without the other.    Nor
do I see what else you expect the matter to yield, unless it be some
revelation about the colour, odour or taste of the human mind, or
the nature of the salt, sulphur, or mercury that go to its compo-
sition; for you wish us to examine it, as though it were a wine,
by a sort of chemical analysis*.    That is really worthy of you>

1  Eeflexa.   Clerselier's F. V. has * clear and distinct.5

2  Cf. above, p. 149, ad init.                  3 p 151, 1. 5.